Such was the state of the art in the mid-1990s. Since the conception of this field in the early 1980s and up to the mid-1990s, interlanguage pragmatic (ILP) research had concentrated almost exclusively on learners' use of pragmatic knowledge. Research focusing on acquisition represented a research desideratum. It is, thus, little wonder that this call for research into the acquisition of L2 pragmatic competence has been reiterated repeatedly since this time in a range of noteworthy publications designed to advance the
Introduction
Calls for research into the acquisition of pragmatic competence in a second language have been a familiar feature of the interlanguage pragmatic landscape since the 1990s. Indeed, one of the first of these many calls was made as early as 1992 by Kasper in an article focusing on pragmatic transfer. In this article, she writes ''. . . the majority of interlanguage pragmatics studies focus on use, without much attempt to say or even imply anything about development' ' (1992: 204) (cf. also Kasper & Dahl 1991) . This observation was then verbalized rather forcefully in a very influential publication written by Kasper and Schmidt (1996) dedicated exclusively to the acquisition of second language (L2) pragmatic competence and designed ''. . . to profile interlanguage pragmatics as an area of inquiry in second language acquisition research . . . '' (1996: 149) . In this seminal publication, they write:
Interlanguage pragmatics, the study of the development and use of strategies for linguistic action by nonnative speakers, has a peculiar status in second language research. Unlike other areas of second language study, which are primarily concerned with acquisitional patterns of interlanguage knowledge over time, the great majority of studies in ILP has not been developmental. Rather, focus is given to the ways NNSs' pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic knowledge di¤ers from that of native speakers (NSs) and among learners with di¤erent linguistic and cultural backgrounds. To date, ILP has thus been primarily a study of second language use rather than second language learning. (1996: 150) tion, from a speech act perspective, requests continue to be the prototypical speech act in ILP acquisitional research (cf. also Barron 2003: 30-34; Warga 2005: 142) . Consequently, research focusing on a wider range of pragmatic phenomena is also needed.
This special issue, entitled Acquisitional Pragmatics in Foreign Language Learning, is dedicated to further develop the field of acquisitional pragmatics by addressing many of these important questions and widening the data base. It comprises six empirical studies, all designed to meet the research gap for empirical acquisitional research in ILP. The collection of papers deals exclusively with the developing pragmatic competence of foreign language learners, both in the context of the foreign language classroom and during the study abroad experience, the latter which can be defined as a ''. . . special case of second language acquisition . . .'' (Freed 1995: 4) in which ''. . . learning remains instructed, despite incorporating elements of naturalistic L2 acquisition'' (Coleman 1997: 4) . All studies focus on acquisition in the absence of intervention. The target languages examined include English (Matsumura, Sabaté i Dalmau & Curell i Gotor, Schauer), but also French (Warga & Schö lmberger), German (Barron) and Spanish (Félix-Brasdefer). The learners' first languages (L1s) also include a variety of languages, namely Catalan (Sabaté i Dalmau & Curell i Gotor), English (American English: Félix-Brasdefer, Irish English: Barron), German (Austrian German: Warga & Schö lmberger, German German: Schauer) and Japanese (Matsumura) . The speech acts investigated are apologies (Sabaté i Dalmau & Curell i Gotor, Warga & Schö lmberger), o¤ers of advice (Matsumura) , refusals of o¤ers (Barron) and requests (Félix-Brasdefer, Schauer) .
The papers in this special issue focus on two central issues in the acquisition of foreign language pragmatic competence, namely on the e¤ect of the study abroad context (Barron, Matsumura, Schauer, Warga & Schö lmberger) and on the e¤ect of proficiency (Félix-Brasdefer, Sabaté i Dalmau & Curell i Gotor) on the acquisition of L2 pragmatic competence. Given the short-term nature of the study abroad experience, it is not surprising that all four of the study abroad papers in this special issue are longitudinal in nature, tracing the development of the same participants throughout time. Both analyses of the e¤ect of proficiency, on the other hand, are characterized by a cross-sectional design. In other words, they compare data from di¤erent groups of informants at one point in time, implicitly assuming that lower proficiency groups will ''turn into'' a higher proficiency group in time. This latter design feature allows the pragmatic competence of relatively large numbers of informants across a broad range of proficiency levels to be compared. The same study organized using a longitudinal design would take many years to conduct and would, for reasons of practicality, be forced to concentrate on a small number of informants. In addition, it is characteristic that all six empirical studies employ elicited data in their research design. These include a range of production questionnaires (Barron, Sabaté (Matsumura) , interviews (Matsumura) and roleplays (Félix-Brasdefer). Such elicitation methods are ideally suited to large scale studies, such as those reported on in the present special issue, since they enable speech act realization data to be gathered from a large sample relatively quickly and easily. Furthermore, such instruments allow comparable data to be elicited from di¤erent groups of informants and also from one core group at di¤erent points in time, the latter design allowing informants' progress to be tracked through time (cf. Barron 2003: 84-85) . Indeed, Cohen (2006: 361) , in a recent article, highlights the practical di‰culties which acquisitional studies face in their choice of data:
. . . in an interventional study like that by myself and Ishihara (2005) or the one we conducted with study abroad students , it would have been close to impossible to collect pre-and post-instructional natural data, unless we had done an ethnographic study with a very small number of participants in each case.
In other words, while naturally-occurring data may be desirable, it is generally almost impossible to elicit, if comparability over larger groups of informants is also desirable. Needless to say, however, triangulation of data sources represents a practical alternative and one that should be attempted in future studies. Indeed, it might be suggested that such triangulation might take place not only on the level of data sources, but also as regards the approaches employed in ILP. In particular, the recent trend towards complementing the speech act focus in ILP with a conversational analytical approach in a so-called ''discursive pragmatics'' (cf. Kasper 2006: 282; cf. also Kasper 2004) represents one interesting possibility of widening the data base to include naturally-occurring data but also, importantly, of broadening the traditional speech act approach taken in ILP (cf. also Garces-Conejos Blitvich 2006: 214-215).
L2 pragmatic acquisition in the study abroad context
Papers by Barron, Schauer, Warga and Schö lmberger and Matsumura in this special issue focus on the e¤ect of the study abroad context on the acquisition of L2 pragmatic competence. Indeed, it is increasingly often that students, especially language students, spend an academic term or more in a foreign country as part of, or in addition to, their program of study in the home university. The traditional distinction between natural and educational contexts for the acquisition of a second language becomes blurred in the case of study abroad. On the one hand, study abroad includes two elements which di¤erentiate it from acquisition in a natural context, namely a limited time-frame and an institutional framework (cf. Edmondson 2000: 365) . In other words, after the study abroad period, learners return to the formal language learning context. In addition, the majority of students, whether foreign language students, or students of engineering or law, for example, will usually have acquired some prior knowledge of the target L2 via formal instruction in a language classroom in the home country, and will typically aim at increasing competence in the target language over time spent abroad. Furthermore, students usually attend language classes for learners in the target country. As a result, study abroad students, similar to learners who have been exposed to language in an educational setting only, view their target language for the most part as subject matter, i.e., as consisting of rules and principles which are to be attended to, rather than as a social entity (cf. also Barron 2003: 57-58) . On the other hand, however, these study abroad students are exposed to the target language in its full social context during their year abroad, and the context of learning during this time is natural. As such, study abroad can neither be characterized as educational or natural. Instead it is seen as representing a unique case of second language acquisition (cf. Freed 1995: 4) .
Study abroad research in linguistics remains rather narrow in focus, with the concentration continuing to be on elements of linguistic competence rather than on issues of use, despite the fact that a study abroad period represents one of the principal opportunities for learners to acquire such competence given a general disregard of such matters in the classroom setting (cf. Barron 2003: 66) . As Kasper and Schmidt (1996: 159-160 ) note:
Because pragmatic knowledge, by definition, is highly sensitive to social and cultural features of context, one would expect input that is richer in qualitative and quantitative terms to result in better learning outcomes. A second language environment is more likely to provide learners with the diverse and frequent input they need for pragmatic development than a foreign language learning context, especially if the instruction is precommunicative or noncommunicative.
It is not surprising that an extended, but limited, sojourn in the target speech community cannot lead to L2 pragmatic competence. Nevertheless, the general findings from study abroad investigations of the development of foreign language learners' L2 pragmatic competence reveal that exposure to second language input triggers some important developments. While many of these developments lead to an increasingly L2-like pragmatic competence, it has also been shown that some aspects of pragmatic competence do not change at all and also that not all changes recorded in learners' pragmatic competence over a sojourn abroad necessarily represent developments towards the L2 norm. In addition, in cases where movements toward the L2 norm are recorded, ''toward'' is indeed the appropriate word since it is rarely that the L2 norm is actually reached (cf. Barron 2003: 66-70; Kasper & Rose 2002: 220-230 for an overview of the individual findings of study abroad studies). Reasons which have been put forward for such di¤erences in the development of di¤erent aspects of pragmatic competence include the quality, quantity and source of input to which learners are exposed, cultural and pragmatic stereotypes which may lead learners to reject the L2 norm in favor of their L1 norm, a lack of awareness of the pragmatic level of language and a basic assumption of the universality of pragmatic behavior and finally also the fact that some aspects of L2 pragmatics pose more or less di‰culties for learners (cf. Barron 2003: 70-78; Kasper & Rose 2002: 230-234) .
The study abroad papers in the present volume (by Barron, Schauer, Warga & Schö lmberger, and Matsumura) add to the L2 pragmatic research in the study abroad context. All four studies elicited data from learners prior to, during, and also at the end of their sojourn abroad, with Matsumura also testing learners' competence up to one year after their return to the L1 speech community. In the following, the major changes observed in these analyses, when such changes occurred, their relative importance and their relation to the L2 norm are outlined. In addition, the studies shed further light on the complex interaction between L2-like developments, non-L2-like developments and a lack of development established in previous research and also investigate possible reasons for such developments. Development patterns are also traced, and indeed in this regard many of the issues discussed in the following section on the influence of proficiency on the acquisition of pragmatic competence are also of relevance.
Barron, in her paper entitled '' 'Ah no honestly we're okay:' Learning to upgrade in a study abroad context,'' focuses on the acquisition of upgrading in refusals of o¤ers by 33 advanced Irish learners of German over a period of 10 months spent in a study abroad context. Her data, elicited using a free discourse completion task specifically designed to investigate discourse sequences, enabled an analysis beyond the usual level of the single utterance. Specifically, upgraders were analyzed as they occurred in both initial and subsequent refusals. Findings revealed learners' use of upgraders to be relatively high in both initial and subsequent refusals taken together prior to the sojourn abroad, but to be low in initial refusals alone relative to the L2 norm. Over time, however, learners' use of upgraders in initial refusals characterized by social distance or in the adjuncts employed therewith increased in an L2-like movement. This increase was shown to be due to a decrease in learners' negative transfer of ritual reo¤ers from Irish English into their interlanguage German, a development which meant that learners then felt a need to intensify the force of initial refusals produced. Interestingly, these higher levels of upgraders were found to be linked to the increased presence of formulaic utterances in refusals realized in interactions with strangers. Barron's study confirms the findings of previous studies which reveal negative transfer and the complexification hypothesis to have explanatory power in accounts of the acquisition of L2 modification and upgrading. In addition, it underlines the relative complexity of the speech act of refusals. However, the study also goes a step further in that it draws attention to the importance of analyses beyond the level of the single utterance and also in that it highlights the role of formulaic utterances in the acquisition of L2 upgrading.
Schauer's study investigates the use of external modifiers in requests produced by nine German university study abroad students over a period of one academic year spent in the L2 target speech community, England. Data were elicited at three distinct points during the learners' sojourn in the target language environment using a computer-based multimedia elicitation task (MET). Data elicited from 13 German learners of English in Germany with no study abroad experience serve as a control. Findings suggest that study abroad students have a broader repertoire of external request modifiers following a sojourn in the L2 context relative to foreign language learners who remain in the foreign language context. Schauer also notes, however, that individual learner di¤erences, such as learners' experiences with native speakers, their exposure to the L2 and their motivation to establish personal relationships with NSs, may also play a role in learners' pragmatic development.
Warga and Schö lmberger's paper, ''The acquisition of French apologetic behavior in a study abroad context,'' investigates the e¤ect of a ten-month stay in the target language community, Quebec, on the production of apologies by seven Austrian foreign language learners of French. Data were collected using a discourse completion task which was distributed prior to, during and following the year abroad. The analysis demonstrates that exposure to target language input caused some aspects of apologetic behavior to approximate the Quebecois French NS norm over the time spent in the target language community (e.g., decrease in the frequency of Excuses containing malheureusement ['unfortunately'] and of Justifications), some aspects to remain una¤ected by the exposure (e.g., frequency of IFIDs) and other aspects to shift away from the L2 NS norm (e.g., increase of the use of two upgraders in one IFID/ RIFI, an increase in the use of très ['very'] and a parallel decrease in the use of vraiment ['really']). Pragmatic transfer from the L1 and also characteristic interlanguage behavior (e.g., overgeneralization) were identified as the explanatory factors for the lack of development of certain features and also for developments away from the L2 norm. Warga and Schö lmberger's paper, thus, not only sheds light on the complex interplay of different paths of development, but also highlights the non-linear character of pragmatic development.
Finally, Matsumura's paper addresses an issue long disregarded in ILP research, namely the aftere¤ects of study abroad on the development of L2 pragmatic competence. Specifically, the study investigates the changes over time which emerged in the pragmatic competence of 15 foreign language university-level Japanese students of English in o¤ering advice to individuals from three di¤erent levels of social status (i.e., higher, equal, and lower status) after they returned from an eight-month study abroad sojourn in Canada. Multiple choice questionnaire data revealed a gradual increase in the use of an opting-out strategy when giving advice to higherstatus persons after the year abroad, a development which peaked approximately one year after learners' return to the L1 context. This development signaled a divergence away from the Canadian English NS norm following learners' return to the L1 speech community. Qualitative data elicited using a retrospective group interview revealed that this divergence was partly the result of sociopragmatic transfer from the learners' L1 caused by personal circumstances which led to an increased awareness of the role of social status in Japanese society. However, the interview data also show that the students had actually become more competent in choosing an advice strategy in a context-sensitive manner over time. Specifically, they reported developing a strategy by which they began interactions by not giving advice and then adapted this linguistic choice where necessary, depending on contextual features. With regard to o¤ering advice to individuals of equal or lower status, both the multiple choice and interview data demonstrated that the level of pragmatic competence in offering advice which the students had developed in the target speech community was maintained after they returned to their home country. Overall, the findings suggest that students may develop pragmatic competence even after their study abroad by fully utilizing opportunities to reflect on target socio-cultural norms.
The e¤ect of proficiency on L2 pragmatic acquisition
Papers by Félix-Brasdefer and Sabaté i Dalmau and Curell i Gotor in the present special issue are designed to further the investigation of the e¤ect of proficiency on L2 productive pragmatic competence. Indeed, it is generally recognized in the ILP acquisitional literature that a learner's level of pragmatic competence is related to his/her level of proficiency. However, the exact nature of this link continues to remain unclear. Specifically, two major questions have been addressed in this area of research, namely on the one hand whether proficiency levels are related to higher or lower levels of pragmatic transfer and on the other hand whether learners' levels of grammatical competence constrain their L2 pragmatic competence. Both questions have, however, proved contentious and complex.
Turning first to the e¤ect of L2 proficiency on transfer, there is evidence to suggest that an increase in linguistic proficiency may trigger an increase in pragmatic transfer, a trend which may be explained with reference to learners' increased linguistic competence (termed the positive correlation hypothesis as put forward by Takahashi & Beebe 1987) . However, other research findings indicate that an increase in linguistic proficiency may result in a decrease in pragmatic transfer (cf. Barron 2003: 47-48; Kasper & Rose 2002: 153-157 for an overview of these contradictory findings). Indeed, linguistic proficiency may only be one factor influencing levels of transfer. Other factors include learners' opinions as to psycholinguistic markedness, i.e. as to whether a particular form or function is seen as unique to his/her L1, and indeed also learners' possible desire to employ L1 conventions in use of the L2. Further research is required into such complex interactions.
As to the question of the relationship between pragmatic competence and grammatical competence, two apparently contradictory positions are identified (cf. Kasper & Rose 2002: 159-190) . On the one hand, grammatical and pragmatic competence are seen as independent entities, i.e., although a lack of grammatical competence in a particular area may cause a particular utterance to be less e¤ective, it does not necessarily represent a pragmalinguistic error, i.e. grammatical deviance can accompany L2-like speech act realizations (e.g. Schmidt 1983; Walters 1980; Olshtain & Blum-Kulka 1985) . On the other hand, research has also shown that a lack of grammatical competence can restrict a learner's capacity to produce linguistic action (cf., e.g., Salsbury & Bardovi-Harlig 2000; Trosborg 1995) . In other words, as Kasper and Rose (2002: 189) phrase it, evidence shows that ''grammar precedes pragmatics.'' Indeed, Hassall (1997: 286-287) claims in this regard that the complexification hypothe-sis, put forward to explain developments in interlanguage grammatical competence, also has explanatory value in interlanguage pragmatics. Kasper and Rose (2002: 185-189, 190) appear, however, to solve this apparent contradiction in findings, concluding that the ''pragmatics precedes grammar'' order seems to characterize the early stages of pragmatic development, while the ''grammar precedes pragmatics'' order appears characteristic of advanced learners, i.e. learners have grammatical knowledge of a particular kind but do not use it in a pragmatically appropriate manner.
Finally, brief mention should be made of current research into patterns of acquisition established in ILP. As mentioned above, no order of acquisition has yet been established for pragmalinguistic or sociopragmatic elements, however, recent research findings do point to some patterns of development common to language learners (cf. Barron 2003: 48-55; Kasper & Rose 2002: 117-158; Warga 2007: 188-189 for an overview of findings). Most work here has been done in the area of requests, and there appears to have emerged a particular order of acquisition of requests. In brief, it seems that direct request strategies give way to conventionally indirect strategies, and following this that the use of internal and external modification emerges-although there is debate as to whether internal or external modification develops first, and indeed, this particular order may be related to whether particular internal modifiers are used in the particular situation in the L1 (cf. Ellis 1992: 19; Hassall 1997: 251) . Finally, sociopragmatic competence, on the other hand, appears to be slow to develop relative to pragmalinguistic competence particularly in the foreign language context. In addition, it may be particularly susceptible to resistance towards L2 practices in favor of L1 practices.
In the present volume, Félix-Brasdefer and Sabaté i Dalmau and Curell i Gotor address such issues and so further the investigation of the e¤ect of proficiency on L2 pragmatic competence. Both are cross-sectional designs and investigate the relationship of proficiency and L2 productive pragmatic competence over three levels of proficiency.
Félix-Brasdefer, in an article entitled ''Pragmatic development in the Spanish as a FL classroom: A cross-sectional study of learner requests in face-to-face interaction'', investigates the development of requests from the beginning of foreign language instruction to advanced levels of proficiency in face-to-face interactions. Data were collected using open role plays from three groups of 15 beginning, intermediate and advanced proficiency American learners of Spanish who had not received pragmatic instruction prior to data collection. Findings show beginners to produce the largest number of direct requests, thus showing little competence in situational variation. By contrast, intermediate and advanced learners revealed a strong preference for conventionally indirect requests in both formal and informal situations, with a decline in direct requests noted to appear with increasing proficiency. Such developments in the head act strategy, accompanied with further developments in internal and external modification, lead Félix-Brasdefer to conclude that sociopragmatic knowledge precedes grammatical competence in the performance of requests at least among his learners. Learners' grammatical competence is found to develop gradually and to adjust to learners' existing pragmatic competence. Finally, four developmental stages identified in the data for requests are discussed.
The final paper in this special issue is by Sabaté i Dalmau and Curell i Gotor. They report of a cross-sectional investigation focusing on the acquisitional stages of L2 apology realizations produced by 78 Catalan foreign language learners of English at three di¤erent proficiency levels. The analysis of the data, elicited by means of a discourse completion task, centers on the use and realizations of IFIDs by learners, the apology strategies employed and also on the degree and type of apology intensification used. All three proficiency groups were found to rely on their L1 pragmatic system to a certain extent and their interlanguage productions were characterized by interlanguage features, such as overgeneralization. On the other hand, however, higher proficiency learners were generally found to produce apologies which were pragmalinguistically more similar to L2 apologies than those produced by lower proficiency learners although this correlation was non-linear. Nevertheless, their apologies still evidenced non-L2-like features.
Conclusion
The repositioning of ILP from the study of second language pragmatic use to one which also encompasses the study of the acquisition of second language pragmatics is one which has been widely greeted. This special issue has been designed to continue and strengthen this promising trend by focusing on the acquisition of foreign language pragmatics and by including a wide variety of perspectives on FL pragmatics in a range of contexts and for a variety of learners. It is hoped that it will provide readers with novel and interesting perspectives on the acquisition of pragmatics in the context of study abroad and the foreign language classroom.
